Introduction
There is growing interest in the transnational involvement of diasporas in post-conflict reconciliation and transitional justice in divided societies. Works in the early 2000s viewed the traumatic identities and practices of diasporas as conducive to conflict perpetuation (Adamson 2005; Byman et al. 2001; Faist 2000; Koinova 2011a; Shain 2002) . Since, scholars have emphasised that attitudes of conflict-generated diasporas do not always remain traumatic, but can be transformed. Diasporas can participate in moderate politics and promote peace-building and democratisation (Hall 2016; Koinova 2011b; Kostić 2012; Lyons 2006; Van Hear 2011) .
Some diasporas engage with truth commissions, challenge host-states to acknowledge their own participation in traumatic events, or invoke universal jurisdiction to prosecute war criminals (Hoogenboom and Quinn 2011; Roht-Arriaza 2006; Young and Park 2009 ).
Considering diaspora's increased role in transitional justice processes, this article takes a novel perspective by theorising how diasporas -as identity-based actors -play a galvanising role in initiating and sustaining transnational social activism in different contexts, while simultaneously helping to move contention across different scales of engagement. It contributes to a vibrant discussion on migrant transnationalism and globalisation (Cohen 2008; Faist 2000; Levitt 2001 ; Levitt and Glick-Schiller 2006; Vertovec and Cohen 1999; Vertovec 2009 ) by demonstrating both contextual and transnational dimensions of diaspora activism in a single movement. More narrowly, it brings a social movements approach to a particular sub-field, transitional justice, where diaspora engagement processes are under-theorised. Our theoretical question asks how diasporas participate in the transnational emergence, sustenance and contextualisation of transitional justice initiatives, not previously theorised in a single framework. Empirically, we focus on a movement spanning multiple contexts to create a memorial at the former Omarska concentration camp in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The article takes a step further and demonstrates how diasporas become involved in transnational collective action on an issue of transitional justice and memorialisation, particularly on different scales of engagement beyond the state. Embedding actions in different scales, diaspora entrepreneurs are not simply 'rooted cosmopolitans' in Tarrow's (2005) terms, or 'thinking locally and acting globally', as Lyons and Mandaville (2010) put it. Host-state characteristics and the transnational social field in which they operate actively shape their actions. 1 Omarska has been the focus of symbolic and interest-based politics of multiple actors, with diaspora networks playing a significant role in helping the claim-making process move from local through global scales of engagement. We inductively identify a four-step mobilisation process: First, the emergence of the Omarska camp memorialisation initiatives occurred after the opening of a local political opportunity structure in BiH, the 2004 purchase of the iron mines by the global corporation ArcelorMittal. During the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina (1992 -1995 , the Omarska mine complex was used by Serb paramilitary forces as a concentration camp for Bosniaks and Croats. The purchase of the mines by the corporation as an external actor reinvigorated existing grievances. At the time, civil society and survivor networks were not yet politically organised. Hence, diffusion of knowledge among these transnational networks was the major mechanism driving the initiatives' emergence. Second, attempts at coordination of activities took place through an NGO, with initial active diaspora involvement. Third, after the NGO initiative failed, diasporas contextualised their mobilisation on the nation-state level of their host-states, acting on political opportunities and constraints available there. Fourth, facing a stalled political process, diaspora activists and other civil society actors sought new openings for activism and shifted their memorialisation claims to the supranational level of EU institutions, and to the global level, using a site of global visibility in 2012, the ArcelorMittal Orbit, known as the London Olympics tower.
This article provides analysis at the intersection of scholarship on diasporas and transitional justice, and on transnational social movements. The transitional justice literature provides the content-based theoretical basis to study memorialisation claims, while the transnational social movements literature gives insights into the political opportunity structures and constraints and the causal mechanisms concatenating into the mobilisation process. The article proceeds with a review of definitions and relevant literature and methodology, discusses the four mobilisation stages through a social movement's lens, and concludes by showing how the in-depth case study can be relevant to the analysis of other transnational movements where diasporas are actively involved.
Definitions
We use Adamson and Demetriou's (2007) definition of 'diaspora': 'a social collectivity that exists across state borders and that has succeeded over time to 1) sustain a collective national, cultural or religious identity through a sense of internal cohesion and sustained ties with a real or imagined homeland and 2) display an ability to address the collective interests of members of the social collectivity through a developed internal organisational framework and transnational links'. Diasporas are not unitary actors and can consist of different individuals and sub-groups, among them different migration waves and generations.
Scale is also an important notion, as we theorise about shifts of mobilisation from the local to the global levels of engagement. It is beyond this article's scope to engage debates whether scales really exist or are socially constructed, whether they are material or ideational and whether their hierarchies are to be viewed as ladders, concentric circles or through other metaphors (Herod 2011) . For us, a scale is important as a spatially 'relatively closed… system, the majority of whose interactions remain within its boundaries' (Johnston 1973:14) , a 'space envelope' (Lefebre 1974) , where certain variables become more important for diaspora mobilisation than others. Since we are interested in how claims shift from one scale to another, we follow also Meentemeyer's understanding that the analysis needs to focus not on the delineation of scales, but on how changes in scale change the important relevant variables (1989; Herod 2011).
The local, national, supranational and global are all essentially contested concepts. While the 'local' can be often associated with the 'urban', here we consider the 'local' a specific place in the home-state where diaspora grievances originated, which has certain specific institutional characteristics, and which carries symbolic power for grievances to be sustained. The 'national' level refers to the host-state, characterised by nation-state level institutions and related sociospatial relationships. The 'supranational' refers to the EU level, characterised by various institutions and policies which operate beyond the nation-state. While the 'global' is often considered part of a binary with the 'local' (Herod 2011) , in this account 'global' refers to a place where global networks and globally relevant institutions operate with global visibility (Adamson and Koinova 2013) . In this sense, context does not refer to any specific scale, but is associated with each scale, providing a different conglomeration of politically relevant factors for diaspora mobilisation.
Transitional Justice and Memorialisation
In the past two decades, transitional justice scholarship has grown exponentially around issues of war-induced crimes. These crimes stem primarily from violent interactions between ethnic or ideological groups within states, and often involve ethnic cleansing, mass atrocities and Decisions on whether to remember, memorialise or forget traditionally fall on governments.
They can sanction commemorative sculptures, monuments and peace parks or events around meaningful dates (Jelin 2007) . They can also remain silent. When atrocity is acknowledged in collaboration, society has an increased capacity to move towards balance. Hence, government accountability is important for how memorialisation processes unfold and ultimately how they move towards reconciliation. 2 'Sites of memory', places reminding of the past, whether in an official capacity or not, become vital in navigating the politics of memory (Nora 1989 ). In such sites, victims and former perpetrators can 'function as a means to the intergenerational transmission of historical continuities and discontinuities' (Jelin 2007:147 In a globalised world, conflicted legacies do not remain confined to the local level. We take this intellectual quest further, and demonstrate how mobilisation takes place across different scales.
Transnational Social Movements
A second stream of scholarship, on transnational social movements, provides theoretical leverage to address the four-step mobilisation process. Tarrow defines social movements as 'collective challenges, based on common purposes and social solidarities, in sustained interaction with elites, opponents, and authorities ' (2011:9) . Series of contentious performances take place in campaigns, specific contentious repertoires and presentations of worthiness, unity, numbers and commitment (Tilly 2004) . For social movements to emerge, a grievance must exist but is not sufficient. Political opportunity structures need to be present as well: opportunities and threats challengers can use to develop claims and mobilise resources (Tilly 1978) . Injustice frames need to be shared publicly and identified through powerful emotions such as love, loyalty, reverence and anger (Tarrow 1992) . Constituencies and enemies need to be identified, responsibility for the injustice attributed to those enemies and a solution proposed (Gamson 1992) . Episodic contention can emerge when political opportunities and constraints change. But movements can be sustained if they are based on 'dense social networks and connective structures' and if they 'draw on consensual or action-oriented cultural frames' (Tarrow 1992:10) that give meaning to collective action. Sustained mobilisation also needs strategic objectives, not simple targets (Beinin and Vairel 2011 strategies to the institutional and societal specifics of environments (Stroup 2012) . Domestic claims are communicated to external partners through 'frame bridging', or the linking of two or more ideologically congruent but structurally unconnected frames (Snow et al. 1986 ). By linking local frames with those appealing to global audiences, local movements can 'market' their claims abroad (Bob 2005) , a process in which local claims can undergo transformation (Tarrow 2005) .
Transnational social networks can facilitate such processes, often through 'brokerage', in which a social entrepreneur connects disparate networks, or 'diffusion' of ideas and modular action (Gamson 1992; McAdam et al. 2001; Snow et al. 1986; Tarrow 2005) . Various coalitions can be built across borders through more explicit negotiated solutions ( Tarrow Transnational social movement literature has been used to some extent by scholars of diaspora mobilisation. Political opportunity structures have been identified as important for diaspora mobilisation (Baser 2015; Koinova 2011a; Sökefeld 2006; Wayland 2004) . Networks as mobilising structures are also important, since collective action is spread through them, as critical events in the original homeland are framed and perceived to create or maintain an imagined community (Sökefeld 2006) . Critical events can produce emotional responses among first and second generations through personal networks and global media, making them rearticulate their 'roots' and shaping their activism (Hess and Korf 2014; Koinova 2011b) .
'Frame bridging' occurred when US-based diasporas sought US intervention for political change in the Middle East during the 2000s (Koinova 2011b) . 'Brokerage' became a powerful mechanism to link disparate diaspora networks whether in one location or transnationally (Koinova 2011 , Adamson 2013 . Coalitions -or 'collaborative, means-oriented arrangements permiting distinct organisational entities to pool resources in order to affect change' (Levy and Murphy 2006) -were built in the global city of London among a variety of groups, including diaspora members (Adamson and Koinova, 2013) .
Our account theorising about the four-stage mobilisation process regarding memorialisation of Omarska presents a novel way of thinking about diaspora mobilisation.
While we apply certain building blocks of social movement theory to the analysis, we demonstrate in a single framework how diaspora mobilisation emerges and is sustained, embedded in different scales and moving across them, a theoretical endeavor not developed previously.
Methodology
The research combines case study, process tracing and comparative methods. The transnational mobilisation around a memorial at the former Omarska camp offers a case study of a movement for memorialisation. Process tracing allows identifying explanations about specific relationships between actors and contexts in different episodes (George and Bennett 2005) . The comparative method (Lijphart 1971 ) allows juxtaposing characteristics from the contexts of two host-states, the Netherlands and the UK, where diaspora mobilisation has been highly pronounced. This study uses semi-structured and in-depth interviews with diaspora entrepreneurs, activists and NGO officials conducted during multi-sited fieldwork. A key diaspora activist, Satko Mujagić, provided several documents. To maximise credibility, interviewees were asked about their sources of information and their own efforts. The authors were present at commemoration planning and events in 2012-2014, in the Prijedor area and the Netherlands. We analyzed local and international coverage in Bosnian and English, including press releases by diaspora activists and ArcelorMittal, and Guardians of Omarska's group Facebook activity.
The Omarska Camp
The Omarska camp, along with three other detention centers in the Prijedor area, Keraterm, 
Four Stages of Mobilisation
This article argues that this transnational mobilisation process has four stages. First, a political mobilisation opportunity opened locally, allowing for initial diffusion of information to spread through transnational networks. Secondly, efforts were made to coordinate activities between local and global actors through an international NGO, initially including diaspora members.
Thirdly, diaspora activism became increasingly embedded in specific host-land contexts. Stage
Four involved attempts to shift mobilisation to the supranational and global levels. Figure 1 demonstrates the entire process, from local (home-state) to national (host-state) to supranational (EU) and global levels. Diffusion allowed for loose connections to be (re)built among survivors in different locations. Activism emerged on an ad hoc basis in locations other than the primary site of developments in BiH. Despite sporadic events in diaspora circles, there was no organised group activism to establish a memorial at the site of the Omarska camp when ArcelorMittal purchased the mine. This was in part because returnees did not start arriving until the first years after 2000 and settled in neighboring Kozarac (R1, 3 and 5, 2013 inmates were tortured and killed would be preserved. Thirdly, the proposal for a memorial/museum at the 'White House' would be taken for further consideration to the company's London headquarters. According to Mujagić, despite early engagement with the corporation, ArcelorMittal moved from direct conversations with diaspora and returnees to the mediating services of an NGO (Sivac-Bryant 2014, R 3, 5 and 8, 2013 ).
Stage Two: Coordination through an NGO -External Actor in Local Processes
Soul of Europe, a UK-based NGO which mediates in post-conflict areas, was hired to help bring forward a memorial proposal at Omarska by ArcelorMittal. 'After a positive answer from our Stage Three: The Nation-state: Diaspora Activism in different Host-states
One of the innovative aspects of this article is to demonstrate specific ways claim-making was affected by the host-land context. In BiH, the political context generated antagonism between actors lobbying for the memorial and local authorities, leading them to spread their message to host-land audiences. The arguments in this section are based on the contextualisation of transitional justice initiatives in the Netherlands and the UK.
FIGURE 4: THE NATION-STATE: MOBILIZATION IN DIFFERENT CONTEXTS
The Dutch political context became more conducive to victim-based claims than the British one due to a crucial factor: an unresolved issue between Bosniaks in the Netherlands and their hoststate due to the failure of Dutch peace-keeping forces (Dutchbat) to protect the Srebrenica enclave in 1995. This gave rise to clustering of Bosniak diaspora activism around victim-based claims centered on recognition of atrocities in Srebrenica as genocide and on reparations to survivors (Koinova 2015) . There was no such traumatic contentious issue in the UK. Much memorialisation activism was concentrated among activists in London, despite the existence of organised diaspora communities in Birmingham and other cities. The proximity of the ICTY in The Hague also helped sustain Bosniak diaspora activism.
The court proceedings were regularly covered in local media and public debates in addition to Nuhanović's continued lobbying and activism. No great travel was needed to stage ad hoc demonstrations in front of the ICTY when war criminals were detained or tried. This visibility guaranteed the issue remained current in the diaspora community. As discussed above, 'dense social networks and connective structures' are crucial to sustain mobilisation, along with consensual frames and strategic action (Beinin and Vairel 2011; Tarrow 2005 The protests involving the London Olympic tower attracted media attention and attendance by diaspora activists from the UK, the Netherlands, the US, Serbia, other locations and the aforementioned researchers. 10 The tower's global visibility was a magnet for the temporal unification of multiple actors, who explicitly stated in interviews that they were not part of a unified movement but were engaged in a series of initiatives to build the Omarska memorial.
Multiple actors, visions and lack of sustained coordination presented obstacles to unification.
Yet, the London protest provided an example for successful interactions in a transnational field where advocating for memorialisation was central. This was a one-time event. When it dissipated, the movement lapsed to more individual initiatives. 12 Many gave statements to the press, or spread the word through personal networks and social media. Expectations that remains of more Omarska camp victims will be found there creates a new potential opportunity for mobilisation and collaboration with diaspora activists. 13 With regard to future collaboration with diaspora activists, a local respondent put it: 'Let's work together -we who understand what happens on the local level and they who have the connections on the outside (R5, 2013)'.
Conclusion
The movement for building a memorial at the site of the Omarska concentration camp in BiH in 2004-2013 provided the opportunity to explore how series of transitional justice and memorialisation initiatives with substantial diaspora involvement emerge are sustained, and simultaneously embedded in different contexts. We consider how transitional justice claims move across different scales, from the local to the nation-state level of host-states, to the supranational and global levels of engagement, and unpacked each stage in turn. We stress that specific host-land contexts can create conducive environments for mobilisation that may not be available in other contexts. We offer an area for future research to understand the causal mechanisms at each stage, and to extrapolate them to other cases from a similar universe of cases (Gerring 2004) . Given that diasporas become increasingly involved in transitional justice, knowledge about how these processes take place is important for scholars and practitioners.
How can the findings of this research have wider validity beyond this case? Our account can offer analytical leverage to unpack processes of diaspora engagement with the earlier mentioned truth commissions in Liberia, Haiti, Sierra Leone, East Timor and Cambodia, among others. While we are aware that not all transitional justice and memorialisation initiatives will directly correspond to our model, it is important to understand how mobilisation becomes contextualised at different scales, and how diasporas shift contention from one scale of engagement to another. In Tarrow's terms, the series of 'scale shifts' discussed in this article present an 'upward scale shift' expanding local messages to global audiences. Hence, our findings have the potential for wider applicability to the analysis of similar global movements in which diasporas are directly involved, the Palestinian Boycott and Divestment Movement, for example.
Diffusion of information through transnational diaspora networks is a plausible mechanism to consider when analyzing the initial emergence of a movement and its scaling up.
When opportunities for mobilisation are blocked in the home country, diasporas are highly receptive to grievance claims, even before other formal organisations enter the contention. NGOs could become engaged as well, and potentially play a constructive role, but could also fail, if they are considered biased actors to the parties involved. Our account is further outspoken about the need to consider how claims could be sustained in the absence of a formal organisation or process by becoming contextualised in different host-countries. We do not only confirm that diasporas are 'rooted cosmopolitans' as Tarrow put it, and 'think locally, act globally', as Lyons and Mandeville argued, but demonstrate how their specific positions in certain contexts (Koinova 2012 ) and relationships with those contexts impact on the forms in which contention will be sustained. Finally, we show that even if helping to sustain mobilisation on the national (host-state) level, diasporas can be engaged actors in seeking to expand it to the supranational and global levels. Hence, the existing transitional justice and memorialisation literature more narrowly, and the transnational social movements literature more broadly, need to analytically integrate the role of diasporas and how they contribute to the emergence, sustenance, and shift of contention from one scale to another.
